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REMARKS 

This is a response to the Office Action dated January 24, 2006. Claims 1-18 are 
pending in the application. In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-18 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable. 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over: Dalton, 
John M. How the Stock Market Works. New York Institute of Finance. Paramus, NJ. 1993. 
pp. 121-25, 148 ("Dalton"); Sales, Robert. Futures vet sees homogenized order-entry and 
execution in crystal ball Wall Street & Technology. New York, NY. vol. 18, iss. 7. July 
2000. p. 126 ("Sales"); Taulli, Tom, Investing in IPOs: Version 2.0, Bloomberg Press, 
Princeton, NH, 2001, pp. 40-41 ("Taulli"); Curley, Michael T. & Walker, Joseph A. 
Barron 's How To Prepare For The Stockbroker Examination Series 7, 2 nd Edition, Barron's 
Educational Series, Hauppauge, NY, p. 181 ("Curley"); Turner, Martyn, The practical side of 
currency option dealing, Euromoney Treasury Manager, London, England, Nov. 5, 1993, p. 
15 ("Turner"); and Kraynak, Joe, The Complete Idiot's Guide to PCs, 8 th Edition, Alpha 
Books, Sept. 1, 2001, pp. 186-187 ("Kraynak"). 

Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over: Dalton; 
Taulli; Curley; Turner; Sales; and Kraynak and further in view of Jennings, Nicholas R. & 
Woolridge, Michael J. Agent Technology, Springer, Heidelberg, NY, Apr. 1, 200, pp. 25-26 
and 267-268 ("Jennings"). 

Claims 3 and 5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over: 
Dalton; Curley; Sales; Kraynak; O'Hara, Maureen, Market Microstructure Theory, 
Blackwell Publishing Ltd, Maiden, MA, 1997, pp. 7-9 ("O'Hara"); and The Options 
Institute, Options: Essential Trading Concepts & Trading Strategies, McGraw-Hill, 1999, 
pp. 117-118 ("Options Institute"). 

Claim 4 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Curley; Sales; Kraynak; O'Hara; Options Institute; and further in view of Chance, Don M. 
An Introduction to Derivatives: 4th Ed. The Dryden Press, Harcourt Brace & Company. 
Orlando, Florida. 1998. pp. 5, 243, and 498 ("Chance"). 

Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Curley; Sales; Kraynak; O'Hara; Options Institute; and further in view of Crawford, William 
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B. Globex trading network ready for takeoff futures markets here could be recast, Chicago 
Tribune. Chicago, Illinois. June 21, 1992. p.l ("Crawford"). 

Claims 7, 13-14 and 16-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dalton; Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; 
and U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0042036 Al ("Sanders"). 

Claims 8-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; and Sanders, and in 
further view of Angel, James J, Gastineau, Gary L & Weber, Clifford J., Equity Flex 
Options: The Financial Engineer 's Most Versatile Tool, Frank J. Fabozzi Associates, New 
Hope, PA, 1999, pp. 67-68 ("Angel"). 

Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; and Sanders, and in 
further view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2001/0032163 ("Fertik"). 

Claim 1 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; and Sanders, and further 
in view of Crawford. 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; and Sanders, and further 
in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0069155 Al ("Nafeh"). 

Claim 15 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton; 
Kraynak; Sales; Taulli; Curley; Turner; Options Institute; O'Hara; and Sanders, and further 
in view of Cooper, Alan. About Face: The Essentials of User Interface Design, IDG Books 
Worldwide. Foster city, CA. 1995. p. 203 ("Cooper"). 

The rejections from the Office Action of January 24, 2006 are discussed below in 
connection with the various claims. No new matter has been added. Reconsideration of the 
application is respectfully requested in light of the following remarks. 
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I. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
A. Claim 1 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner and Kraynak. Dalton discloses two independent systems for 
trading. The first system is the NASDAQ, which is an electronic communication network 
with hookups for market makers, registered representatives, and regulators." Dalton, p. 121. 
The second system disclosed in Dalton is the National Quotations Bureau ("NQB"), which 
"publishes the daily 'pink sheets,' containing market makers' quotations and phone number 
on about 1 1,000 OTC stocks in alphabetical order." Id. Sales discloses a system for trading 
derivatives and securities. Sales, p. 126. Taulli discloses exchanges for an IPO. Taulli, pp. 
40-41. Curley discloses information regarding the NASDAQ service. Curley, p. 181 . 
Turner discloses the process of options trading. Turner, Abstract. Kraynak discloses very 
basic information regarding networks. Kraynak, p. 186. Applicants submit that Dalton, 
Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner and Kraynak, alone, or in combination fail to disclose all of the 
elements of claim 1 . Additionally, there is no motivation to combine these six references. 

Although, Dalton does disclose an exchange, Dalton relates to two separate systems 
as discussed above. The two systems are independent of one another and do not have 
overlapping features. Specifically, the NASDAQ is an exchange whereas the NQB is not an 
exchange. It is not proper to take elements from the two systems and assume that they can 
be combined because NQB offers non-binding quotes, whereas NASDAQ only allows for 
firm quotes. NASDAQ operates in real-time, whereas NQB does not. Accordingly, Dalton 
does not disclose a system for real-time quotes also including non-indicative quotes as 
discussed below. 

Dalton, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner and Kraynak all fail to disclose that "the 
network managing station connects market makers and subscribers so as to allow subscribers 
to request real time indicative quotes from market makers" as in claim 1 . Dalton does 
disclose the publication of the pink sheets from the NQB, which have quotes that are not firm 
quotes. Dalton, p. 124. Although, the pink sheets include non- firm quotes, they are not 
subject to a request from a subscriber to a market maker as in claim 1 . In addition, Dalton 
fails to disclose allowing "subscribers to request real time indicative quotes from market 
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makers" as in claim 1 because the pink sheets do not represent real time indicative quotes. 
The pink sheets are published or updated daily, and therefore cannot be updated in real time. 
Dalton,p. 121. 

Taulli discloses a "Bulletin Board" which provides up-to-date information on Pink 
Sheet stocks. Taulli, p. 41. However, Taulli does not disclose that the Bulletin Board 
provides indicative quotes rather than binding quotes. Additionally, Taulli discloses that "the 
Bulletin Board and Pink Sheets markets are not stock exchanges." Id. Conversely, claim 1 
includes one or more exchanges in communication with the market makers and the 
subscribers. Additionally, there is no motivation to combine Taulli with Dalton. The 
Bulletin Boards in Taulli are for the over the counter ("OTC") market and not a stock 
exchange, whereas Dalton relates to an exchange. Therefore, Taulli teaches away from a 
combination with Dalton and the other references related to exchanges because it relates only 
to OTC 

Curley does disclose a non-binding quote, but only in the OTC market. Curley, p. 
181. In fact, Curley states that "[a]ll quotations in NASDAQ must be firm quotations." Id. 
For the OTC market, Curley does acknowledge non-binding quotes, such as a "subject 
quote," or a "workout quote." However, Curley does not disclose that either quote is 
requested in real-time. Rather, Curley describes both quotes as used person-to-person. One 
cannot request a subject quote and receive the quote in real-time. For these reasons, Curley 
also fails to disclose that "the network managing station connects market makers and 
subscribers so as to allow subscribers to request real time indicative quotes from market 
makers" as in claim 1 (emphasis added). Additionally, there is no motivation to combine the 
non-binding quotes of Curley with the system from Dalton for the reasons discussed above 
for combining Taulli with Dalton. 

Turner, Sales, and Kraynak also do not disclose that "the network managing station 
connects market makers and subscribers so as to allow subscribers to request real time 
indicative quotes from market makers" as in claim 1. Sales and Turner do not disclose 
indicative quotes and Kraynak is completely unrelated to trading. 

As the Examiner notes, Dalton fails to disclose the ability to "display the requests for 
binding quotes on at least some of the subscriber stations." Office Action of January 24, 



9 



Appln. No. 10/685,907 



Attorney Docket No. 4672/367 



2006, p. 4. Applicants submit that it would not be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to "display the requests for binding quotes on at least some of the subscriber stations" with 
either of the systems disclosed by Dalton. With respect to the NQB, Dalton discloses NQB 
pink sheets published with prices quoted that are not firm quotes, and the subscriber has to 
subsequently request a firm quote via the telephone. Dalton, p. 124. With respect to the 
NASDAQ, Dalton does disclose a display in the NASDAQ system, however, the NASDAQ 
system is distinguished from the NQB system as a wholly separate and alternative way to 
trade and Dalton provides no suggestion to combine these systems and, in particular, no 
suggestion to combine the daily-published paper-based NQB pink sheets with the NASDAQ 
electronic trading system. Dalton, p. 122. NASDAQ is an electronic system, whereas the 
NQB pink sheet system is a paper-based publication designed to work in concert with a 
telephone-based order mechanism. Id. One of ordinary skill in the art would not have 
combined the disclosed daily published price sheet with the disclosed electronic system 
designed to provide immediate responsiveness. Taulli, Curley, Turner, Sales, and Kraynak, 
in addition to Dalton, also fail to disclose the ability to "display the requests for binding 
quotes on at least some of the subscriber stations." 

Further, as the Examiner notes, Dalton also fails to disclose "a network managing 
station" "wherein the network managing station connects market makers and subscribers" as 
in claim 1. Office Action of January 24, 2006, p. 4. Kraynak discloses client-server 
networks. Kraynak, p. 187. However, there is no motivation to combine Dalton with 
Kraynak. There is no suggestion in Kraynak that the client-server network could be used for 
trading. Likewise, Dalton and the NQB pink sheet system without non-firm quotes do not 
suggest that the system could be combined with the network from Kraynak. In fact, Dalton 
specifically discloses the National Quotation Bureau (NQB) non-electronic publication of the 
pink sheets to represent non-binding offers and the NQB pink sheet system is explicitly 
contrasted with the NASDAQ system which is an electronic trading system. Dalton, p. 122 
("the trader has two options: # The National Quotations Bureau (NQB) sheets. . . # The 
National Association of Securities Dealers Automated Quotations (NASDAQ) system"). 
The distinction between the electronic NASDAQ system and the non-electronic pink sheet 
system teaches away from combining the pink sheet system with any electronic network, 
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such as in Kraynak, or another electronic trading service such as NASDAQ. Therefore, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to combine the NQB system of non- 
electronic OTC trading with the networking from Kraynak. The NQB system disclosed by 
Dalton is not a method for electronically trading derivatives. 

For at least these reasons, claim 1 is patentable over Dalton, Sales, Taulli, Curley, 
Turner and Kraynak. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of this 
claim be withdrawn. 

B. Claim 2 

Claim 2 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Taulli, Curley, Turner, Sales and Kraynak and further in view of Jennings. Dependent claim 
2 should be allowed for the reasons set out above for independent claim 1 from which claim 
2 depends. Jennings relates to software agent systems. Jennings, p. 24. Jennings also fails 
to disclose the above mentioned aspects of claim 1 that were not disclosed by Dalton, Taulli, 
Curley, Turner, Sales and Kraynak. Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw 
this rejection of claim 2. 

C. Claims 3 and 5 

Claims 3 and 5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dalton, Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, and Options Institute. Dalton, Curley, Sales, and 
Kraynak are discussed above. O'Hara discloses trading mechanisms of dealers. O'Hara, p. 
8. Options Institute discloses trading strategies related to stock options. Options Institute, 
pp. 117-18. Applicants submit that Dalton, Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, and Options 
Institute, alone, or in combination fail to disclose all of the elements of claims 3 and 5. 

Dalton fails to disclose a method comprising "initiating a query to at least one of the 
market makers. . . comprising an indication to trade by one of the subscribers," "receiving 
responses by the subscriber from the market maker to the indication to trade" and "accepting 
one of the responses to the indication to trade by the subscriber" as in claim 3. As discussed 
above, Dalton discloses "pink sheets" which have a non-firm offers, however, there is no 
disclosure of a query with an indication to trade, with a response to the indication to trade 
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and acceptance of a response to an indication to trade. Specifically, the "pink sheets" 
represent non-firm offers from the market makers, whereas claim 3 relates to a query from 
the subscribers to the market makers and not the other way around as in Dalton. Curley, 
Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, and Options Institute also fail to disclose this method as in claim 3. 

As the Examiner points out, Dalton fails to disclose "valuation, and computation of 
such valuation, for buy, sell combinations of derivative contracts." Office Action of January 
24, 2006, p. 9. Options Institute discusses straddles, which may be combinations. Options 
Institute, p. 117. However, Options Institute does not disclose valuation and computation of 
valuation for buy, sell combinations of derivative contracts. Options Institute merely 
acknowledges the existence of combinations for puts and calls. Curley, Sales, Kraynak, and 
O'Hara do not disclose "valuation, and computation of such valuation, for buy, sell 
combinations of derivative contracts." 

The Examiner also points out that Dalton fails to disclose "clearing the orders and the 
binding quote at the exchange" as in claim 3. Office Action of January 24, 2006, p. 9. 
O'Hara does disclose the execution of orders or binding quotes. O'Hara, p. 8. However, the 
execution is not the same as clearing the orders and the binding quote at the exchange as in 
claim 3. It is unclear from O'Hara if orders and binding quotes at the exchange are cleared. 
Curley, Sales, Kraynak, and Options Institute also do not disclose "clearing the orders and 
the binding quote at the exchange." 

Further, for reasons discussed above, Dalton fails to disclose "displaying the 
responses at a plurality of subscriber stations" and fails to disclose a "network managing 
station" as in claim 3. It would not be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to display 
the responses on a plurality of the subscriber stations with the NQB pink sheets system. 
There is no motivation to combine Dalton and Kraynak because there is no suggestion in 
Kraynak that the network could be used for trading and no suggestion in Dalton and the NQB 
pink sheet system of non-firm quotes that the system could be combined with the network 
from Kraynak. 

For at least these reasons, claim 3 is patentable over Dalton, Curley, Sales, Kraynak, 
O'Hara, and Options Institute. Dependent claim 5 should also be allowed for the reasons set 
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out above for independent claim 3 from which claim 5 depends. Accordingly, Applicants 
therefore request that the Examiner withdraw these rejections of claims 3 and 5. 

D. Claim 4 

Claim 4 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, Options Institute and further in view of Chance. Dalton, 
Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, and Options Institute were discussed above. Chance 
discloses an overview of derivative markets. Chance, pp. 5, 243. Chance also fails to 
disclose the above mentioned aspects of independent claims 1 and 3 that were not disclosed 
by Dalton, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Sales and Kraynak. Applicants therefore request that the 
Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim 4. 

E. Claim 6 

Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, Options Institute and further in view of Crawford. Dalton, 
Curley, Sales, Kraynak, O'Hara, and Options Institute were discussed above. Crawford 
discloses the Globex trading network for buying and selling futures contracts. Crawford, 
p. 1. Crawford also fails to disclose the above mentioned aspects of independent claims 1 
and 3 that were not disclosed by Dalton, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Sales, and Kraynak. 
Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection of the claim 6. 

F. Claims 7, 13-14 and 16-18 

Claims 7, 13-14 and 16-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders. 
Sanders discloses "a method and system for investing in customizable investment products." 
Sanders, Abstract. Sanders further discloses "a pricing engine of the exchange platform 
[calculating] the best price quote for the customized investment product on the basis of input 
from a plurality of competing product market makers." Id, 

Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders 
fail to disclose "transmitting a best of the at least one non binding quote to a plurality of 
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market participants over a communication network" as in claim 7. Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, 
Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, and O'Hara were discussed above. Sanders does 
disclose a "pricing engine of the exchange platform [which] calculates the best price quote 
for the customized investment product on the basis of input from a plurality of competing 
product market makers and sends the price quote to the investor. Upon receipt of the 
investor's acceptance of the price quote, the exchange platform executes a trade for the 
investor based on the acceptance." Sanders, Abstract. However, the price quote disclosed in 
Sanders is a binding quote rather than a non binding quote as in claim 7. 

Accordingly, Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, 
O'Hara and Sanders fail to disclose "receiving in response to a request at least one non 
binding quote, wherein the at least one non binding quote provides an indication of a 
willingness to trade a corresponding derivative instrument" as in claim 7. As discussed 
above, the pink sheet system from Dalton includes non-firm quotes, but they are not 
generated in response to a request as in claim 7. 

Dalton fails to disclose "receiving and displaying, at one of a plurality of subscriber 
stations, real-time indicative quote information for at least one derivative, wherein the real- 
time indicative quote information comprises at least the best bid and ask non binding prices 
for the at least one derivative instrument" as in claim 13. For reasons discussed above, 
Dalton fails to disclose "displaying. . .real-time indicative quote information for at least one 
derivative" (emphasis added). Dalton does disclose the publication of the pink sheets from 
the NQB, which have quotes that are not firm quotes, but does not disclose a display. 
Dalton, p. 124. Further, the non-firm quotes in Dalton are not in real-time as in claim 13. 
The pink sheets are published or updated daily, and cannot be updated in real time. Dalton, 
p. 121. Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders also 
fail to disclose the display or the real-time indicative quote information. 

For at least these reasons, claims 7 and 13 are patentable over Dalton, p. 121. 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders. Dependent 
claims 14 and 16-18 should also be allowed for the reasons set out above for independent 
claims 7 and 13. Accordingly, Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw 
these rejections of claims 7-8, 13-14 and 16-18. 
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G. Claims 8-9 

Claims 8-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders, and in further 
view of Angel, James J, Gastineau, Gary L & Weber, Clifford J., Equity Flex Options: The 
Financial Engineer's Most Versatile Tool, Frank J. Fabozzi Associates, New Hope, PA, 
1999, pp. 67-68 ("Angel"). Dependent claims 8-9 should be allowed for the reasons set out 
above for independent claim 7 from which claims 8-9 depend. Angel does discuss 
requesting of quotes. Angel, p. 67. However, Angel also fails to disclose the above 
mentioned aspects of claim 7 that were not disclosed by Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, 
Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders. Applicants therefore request that the 
Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim s 8-9. 

H. Claim 10 

Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders, and in further 
view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2001/0032163 ("Fertik"). Dependent claim 10 should be allowed 
for the reasons set out above for independent claim 7 from which claim 10 depends. Fertik 
discloses a "[c]omputer network apparatus for supporting open market trading." Fertik, 
Abstract. Fertik also fails to disclose the above mentioned aspects of claim 7 that were not 
disclosed by Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and 
Sanders. Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim 10. 

I. Claim 11 

Claim 1 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders, and further in 
view of Crawford. Dependent claim 1 1 should be allowed for the reasons set out above for 
independent claim 7 from which claim 1 1 depends. Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, 
Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara, Sanders, and Crawford were discussed above, and each 
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fails to disclose the above mentioned aspects of claim 7. Applicants therefore request that 
the Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim 10. 

J. Claim 12 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders, and further in 
view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0069155 Al ("Nafeh"). Dependent claim 12 
should be allowed for the reasons set out above for independent claim 7 from which claim 12 
depends. Nafeh also fails to disclose the above mentioned aspects of claim 7 that were not 
disclosed by Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and 
Sanders. Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim 12. 

K. Claim 15 

Claim 15 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dalton, 
Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and Sanders, and further in 
view of Cooper, Alan. About Face: The Essentials of User Interface Design. IDG Books 
Worldwide. Foster city, CA. 1995. p. 203 ("Cooper"). Dependent claim 15 should be 
allowed for the reasons set out above for independent claim 13 from which claim 15 
depends. Cooper also fails to disclose the above mentioned aspects of claim 13 that were not 
disclosed by Dalton, Kraynak, Sales, Taulli, Curley, Turner, Options Institute, O'Hara and 
Sanders. Applicants therefore request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection of claim 15. 
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n. CONCLUSION 

Each of the rejections in the Office Action dated January 24, 2006 has been addressed 
and no new matter has been added. Applicants submit that all of the pending claims are in 
condition for allowance and notice to this effect is respectfully requested. The Examiner is 
invited to call the undersigned if it would expedite the prosecution of this application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: April 24. 2006 




Scott A. Timmerman 
Registration No. 55,678 
Attorney for Applicants 
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